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Letter of Appeal

Uiy ersnd Service “E-Rate” Program: CC Docket Nos. 96-45 and 97-21 RECEIVED & INSPECTED

JUN 1 9 2003

;dernd Communications Commission
CifTige of the Secretary

113 | 2th Skreet, §W FCC - MAILROOM

Waahington, DC 20554

“rimaod © Applivant Name: Scott ], Over, Director of Technology
Iroquois West School District 10
529 E. 2nd St.
Gilman, IL. 60638
Phone: (815) 265-4642
Fax: (813) 265-7008
catily Nutthee 135804
Sristrict Contact: Scott J. Oyer

471 APPLICATION NUMBER: 343292
VOTICE OF FUNDING YEAR 2003 - FUNDING REQUEST NUMBER: 924840
DECISION: COMPLETE DENJAL EXPLANATON: 30% OR MORE INFLIGIBLFE

Fiaw submission is to appeal the SLD’s May 1, 2003 determination that froquois West
wehood District 10 has been totally denied funding for funding request 924840 -
cicronununications sesvices with vendor Verizon North — due to the SLD's determipation
el A0 o more of the request was unsubstantiated and thereby ineligible per program

reyfes.

W believe that the determination was in error, not justified by the facts in the case per our
il +7 1 application and the subsequent information faxed to the SL.D. Moreover. we

v oo that the S1LD's policy of denying the entire funding request — even when the
matjority of the application is clearly valid — sets a very negative direction for the program.
v which. ultimately, denies the applicant funds on eligible services.

Wi ush that the FCC remand this decision back to the SLD with the direction to recatcuiate
(e Funding reyuest based on the evidence herein - without regard to the 30% ineligible
ihrestiold - and allow Troquois West’s funding request reviewed on its merits; and,
sitinately, bave a new, revised funding request issued to them for the eligible portion of
Weir reguesl. In sum, we submit that the funding request should be redueed accordingly,
niot denied iy whole as was the case here.
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W o petieve th a decision based on our appeal here 15 ip fine with theﬂrules anJ infent Gt fhe
sropeam: assures that schools will receive their appropriatc amount of ¢-rate dl-SCOI.mtS: and
iecanse of inherent cheeks in the program’s application and review process prior to actual
desbagrserient ol iunds, will not result in additional waste, fraud and abuse.

Eacrs of the Case:

she roquois West School District’s (Iroquois) 471 application # 343292 was submtitted on
4R/ 2003, with un allowable contract date from the enabling 470 of 12/17/2002. The
aopteention neluded o funding request #924840 which was for tariffed telecommunications
wivices from Verzon-North at an average cost of $341.00 per month, or $4092.00 a vear.

“sutbseguent e the application, discussions were held by SLD reviewers and lroquois siat? 1o
catlwt further iformation on the application. Tn its response, Iroquois statt acknowledged 1o
woreviewer il an ertor had been made - i one of the months used to calculate the
seaprnad 5341 00 monthly amount on the 471, a past due amount of $52.84 was inadvertentts
whitrd to one of the bills. Troquois subrnitted the information (attached as Exhibit A) of three
months of bills and agreed that the change should be made to reflect the original $341.00
it $32.84 ov $288.16 per month, presumably leaving 84.5% of the requesi as
athstantisted.

conerabaut May £, 2003, lroguois received its Funding Comunitment Decision Letter
U0y Phes fetter dented the entire request with the explanation that read: “30% or more
~F i PRN includes a request for unsubstantiated basic phone charges which are ineligible
cee program roles” nits review, the SLD dropped the allowable amount even furthes,
frem o an uvernge of $230.08 per month, or $2761.44 per year. The total reduction by
Leuuis and SLD staft amounted to $110.92 per month, or 32.5% of the original $341 00
reuest. presumably now leaving 67.5% of the request as valid, and 32.5% as ineligibte
wadior m error. Sinee this new, revised amount was above the 30% ineligible amount. and
silh the new inferprelation of the rules by the SLD, the entire request was denied. Past
practice by SEEY stalf would have been to reduce the amount to the $2761.44 level and allow
i lunding reguest to move forward instead of a blanket denial.

T i e 1 AR rET

Proper Notice

P,



